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Adams County 
 

Situation Statement: 
A community needs assessment is an important priority in Adams County.  The last community 
wide assessment was completed in 2004 through UW Extension.  Several assessments have been 
done since then with different target audiences:  

o 2010 Civil Rights Demographics completed 
o 2008 Community Partner Advisory Group  
o 2007 Central District survey 

With a new Family Living Educator and 4-H Youth Development Agent there was a need to do a 
county wide assessment to determine future programming priorities.  Jennifer Caravella, Waushara 
County Family Living Agent, published an article, A needs Assessment Method for Extension 
Educators, which stated one of the first priorities a new Extension Educator should do is to conduct 
a needs assessment that will then help the educator to set priorities for program focus.   
Objectives: 

• To analyze community issues and needs in order to address those needs through education. 
• To determine UWEX Program Priorities for 2012 and 2013. 
• To share survey results with County Agencies in order for them to enhance their programming. 

In order to determine the program priorities and educational needs in Adams County for 2012 and 
2013, a County Needs and Issues Assessment survey was sent out to county residents ages 18 
and over.  The survey results will be utilized by the UW Adams County Extension educators and 
shared with key stakeholders and agencies in Adams County. These stakeholders and agencies 
include Health and Human Services, Adams County Public Health Department, Adams-Friendship 
School District, Mid-State Technical College, Central Wisconsin Community Action Council 
(CWCAC), Hope House of South Central Wisconsin, Bridges for Youth, Family Resource 
Center/Early Head Start and Head Start, Child Care Resource and Referral of Central Wisconsin, 
WNEP, and the Adams County UW Extension Committee.  
 
 
Needs Assessment Process: 
The Needs Assessment was distributed to 2,000 Adams County residents including property 
owners and renters utilizing a mailing list purchased through UW-River Falls.   The assessment 
was also distributed to UW-Extension collaborators with results tabulated separately.   The 
assessment data was analyzed by UW-River Falls Survey Research Center. 
Outcomes: 
A county wide survey was completed and the results shared within UW Extension, collaborating 
agencies, and county stakeholders.   Programming needs will be determined from this survey for 
Adams County UW-Extension. 
Response/Planned Activities:  
February  

• Initial meeting to review existing assessments done within Adams County. 
• Meet with the WNEP Coordinator to determine needs. 
• Meet with the Public Health Office to see how we can collaborate. 
• Draft potential survey. 

March 
• Continue working on the draft survey. 
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April 
• Finalize survey. 

May 
• Present to the County Department Heads for input and feedback. 
• Meet with the Children and Community Concern Committee to review survey. 

o Collaborating agencies are represented at this committee meeting. 
• Gather feedback from collaborating agencies. 
• Acquire mailing list from UW-River Falls. 

June/July 
• July 18‐22: Survey questionnaire finalized.  
• July 25‐29: Survey questionnaire and cover letter printed. Survey stuffed and mailed with August 12 

“Return‐by” date.   
• Research if “Human Subjects Protection” is needed – The answer is this is not needed since the 

sample is random and anonymous.    
 
August/September 

• August 19th: Close survey. 
• August 22nd: Completed surveys shipped to UW‐River Falls for analysis. 
• August 24‐30: Scan and clean returned questionnaire. 
• September 21: Draft full report (if requested) sent to Adams County UW‐Extension for review.  

October/November 
• Share results with stakeholders and collaborating agencies. 
• July 18‐22: Survey questionnaire finalized.  
• July 25‐29: Survey questionnaire and cover letter printed. Survey stuffed and mailed with August 12 

“Return‐by” date. 
• September 21: Draft full report (if requested) sent to Adams County UW‐Extension for review.  

Results:  
In late July 2011, Adams County UW‐Extension mailed surveys to a random sample of 2,000 Adams County 
households.  Three hundred fifteen (315) surveys were returned as non‐deliverables.  Four hundred and 
ninety‐seven (497) surveys were processed for a response rate of 29 percent, resulting in a confidence 
interval of plus/minus 4.3 percent. The needs assessment is completed every few years to ensure the work 
of UW‐Extension is meeting the needs of the County. 
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Adams County UW-Extension 
          569 N. Cedar Street, Suite 3 
          Adams, WI 53910 
          608-339-4237 (phone) 
          608-339-4266 (fax) 
          711 for Wisconsin Relay 

 
 
 

Dear Adams County resident: 
 
The future of Adams County is important to all of us. The Adams County University of 
Wisconsin-Extension is working to identify needs and issues in Adams County so that we 
can plan ways to meet those needs. Our goal is to help Adams County be a better place to 
live and work. To do this, we want to hear from you. 
 
You are one of 2,000 randomly selected Adams County households that are being 
asked to identify priority needs in the County.  The enclosed questionnaire asks for your 
opinions about the importance of various issues and concerns in Adams County.  
 
In order for the results to truly represent the thinking of Adams County residents, it is 
important that each questionnaire be completed and returned. Your opinions will 
provide valuable insight as we plan programs and services offered by the Adams 
County UW-Extension Department.  
 
Your participation is voluntary but would be greatly appreciated.  Please take 10 
minutes to complete and return the survey in the enclosed self-addressed 
envelope by August 12, 2011.   
 
To ensure that your responses remain completely anonymous, please do not 
write your name on the questionnaire.   
 
Thank you for your time. Contact our office if you would like to know survey results or 
become involved in our program planning efforts. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mary Ann Olson  Jennifer Swensen 
 
Mary Ann Olson  Jennifer Swensen 
Family Living Educator 4-H Youth Development Educator 

 
 
 

University of Wisconsin, U. S. Department of Agriculture and Wisconsin counties cooperating.  UW-Extension provides equal opportunities in employment and programming including Title IX and ADA. 
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Executive Summary 
 

In late July 2011, Adams County UW‐Extension mailed surveys to a random sample of 2,000 
Adams County households.  Three hundred fifteen (315) surveys were returned as non‐
deliverables.  Four hundred and ninety‐seven (497) surveys were processed for a response rate 
of 29 percent, resulting in a confidence interval of plus/minus 4.3 percent.  
 
The needs assessment is completed every few years to ensure the work of UW‐Extension is 
meeting the needs of the County. 
 

• In the family living topics area, approximately four in five respondents said that the 
topic of violence‐free homes is extremely important or quite important.  Approximately 
three‐fourths of respondents place high importance on the topics of managing family 
income and respectful relationships. 

 
• In the community education topics area, three in five respondents placed high 

importance on educational programs to teen offenders.  Slightly more than one‐half of 
respondents believe that the topics of stress management, and educational programs to 
adult offenders are extremely or quite important. 

 
• In the topic areas of food and nutrition, approximately three‐fourths of respondents 

place high importance (extremely or quite important) on all four of the topic areas listed 
in the survey (access to nutritious foods, making healthy food choices, preparing 
healthy, safe food, and managing food dollars). 

 
• In the topic area of youth development, the highest importance ratings were given to 

skill development in science, technology, engineering, and math followed closely by the 
topic of financial management for young people. 

 
• Supporting volunteers in the community was the topic given the highest importance 

rating in the area of leadership and adult volunteer development.  Approximately two‐
thirds of respondents believe that the topic of supporting volunteers in the community 
is extremely or quite important. 

 
• The topics of unemployment, aging‐friendly community, and business development 

were considered the most important community development topics for respondents. 
 

• County residents place high importance on the agriculture topic of surface and 
groundwater quality.    
 

• All of the health and wellness topics mentioned in the survey were considered 
extremely or quite important by at least a majority of respondents.  Water and air 
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quality received the highest combined ‘extremely’ or ‘quite’ important rating in the 
health and wellness area at 85 percent. 

 
• The top three topics overall in terms of level of importance (highest ratings of extremely 

and quite important) for the survey sample were surface and ground water quality, 
water and air quality, and violence free homes.  
 

• More than one‐fourth of the sample said the overall health of the County’s population is 
poor (25%) or very poor (3%). 
 

• Most respondents rate the overall quality of life in Adams County as good (43%) or 
average (34%).  Fifteen percent rate it poor (12%) or very poor (3%).  Only eight percent 
believe the quality of life in Adams County is excellent. 
 

• One‐fifth of survey respondents plan on moving from Adams County. Of those planning 
to move, two‐thirds will be moving within 10 years.  Family reasons, employment issues, 
taxes, age/medical care, and retirement were the top five reasons given when 
respondents were asked why they were moving from Adams County. 
 

• An open‐ended question provided respondents with a venue to discuss any issues or 
needs they wished to comment upon.  Employment issues and economic development 
were the top two areas of concern for this group of County residents.   
 

• In terms of demographic comparisons, females (51% of the sample) were significantly 
more likely to place higher importance on most of the topics listed on the survey than 
males.  Of the 47 topics asked about in the survey, females were statistically more likely 
to place higher importance on 37 of the topics. 
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Survey Purpose 
 
The purpose of this study was to get an accurate assessment of the needs and issues in Adams 
County upon which UW‐Extension should focus their efforts.  Adams County chose to work with 
the Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University of Wisconsin–River Falls to tabulate and 
analyze the data. 
 

Survey Methods 
 
In late July 2011, Adams County UW‐Extension mailed surveys to a random sample of 2,000 
Adams County households.  Three hundred fifteen (315) surveys were returned as non‐
deliverable. 
 
Four hundred ninety‐seven usable surveys were processed (29 percent). Based on the 
estimated number of adults in the County (17,454)1, the results provided in this report from the 
public respondents are expected to be accurate to within plus or minus 4.3 percent with 95 
percent confidence. 
 
In addition to numeric data, respondents provided additional written answers.  Appendix A 
contains the compilation of the comments. 
 
Appendix B contains a copy of the survey questionnaire with a complete quantitative 
summary of responses by question. 
 
An interest was expressed by Adams County officials in having additional survey responses 
examined on the basis of the age of the respondent (level of education and media sources 
used).  Appendix C consists of additional cross tab analysis requested by Adams County. 
 
 

                                            
1 Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of Population. 
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Profile of Respondents 
 
Table 1 summarizes the demographic profile of the residents who returned surveys. Where 
comparable data were available from the Census, they were included to indicate the degree to 
which the sample represents the underlying adult population in the County.2   
 

Table 1.  Demographic Profile of Respondents – Adams County Needs Assessment Survey, 2011 

Gender  Count  Male  Female             
Sample  473  49%  51%             
Census (Age 18+)  17,454  54%  46%             

Age 18+  Count  18 – 24  25 – 34  35 – 44  45 – 54  55 – 64  65+ 
Sample  484  1%  4%  7%  17%  26%  45% 
Census  17,454  7%  13%  16%  20%  19%  25% 

Residence  Count  Own  Rent  Other       
Sample  478  91%  8%  2%       
Occup. Housing Units  8,666  83%  17%  ‐‐‐         
Length of Residency  Count  Seasonal <2 yrs.  2 – 10  11 ‐ 20  21+   

Sample3  488  1%  2%  27%  31%  40%   

Highest Level of 
Education  Count 

<High 
School 

HS 
Diploma 

Some 
College/ 
Tech 

Tech 
College 
Graduate

Bachelor’s 
Degree 

Graduate/ 
Prof. 
Degree 

Sample  474  5%  30%  33%  11%  12%  9% 
Census (age 25+)  16,219  16%  43%  22%  8%  8%  3% 

Place of Residence  Count 
City of 
Adams 

Town of 
Big Flats 

Town of 
Easton 

Town of 
Lincoln 

Town of 
New Haven 

Town of 
Richfield 

Sample  480  6%  5%  7%  2%  4%  1% 
Census (Units)  17,436  6%  6%  5%  1%  2%  1% 

Place of Residence 
(cont.) 

Town of 
Strongs 
Prairie 

City of 
WI Dells

Town of 
Colburn 

Town of 
Jackson 

Town of 
Monroe 

Town of 
Preston 

Town of 
Rome 

Sample  6%  2%  1%  5%  3%  5%  18% 
Census  8%  .003%  1%  6%  3%  7%  19% 

Place of Residence 
(cont.) 

Vill. of 
Friendship 

Town of 
Adams 

Town of 
Dell 

Prairie 
Town of 
Leola 

Town of 
New 

Chester 
Town of 
Quincy 

Town of 
Springville 

Sample  5%  9%  6%  2%  3%  6%  5% 
Census  2%  5%  5%  1%  4%  10%  6% 

 

                                            
2 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of Population. 
3 Census data does not contain a length of residence category. 
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The sample matches the Census numbers quite well with respect to gender.  However, people 
over 65 are over‐represented in the sample and there are fewer people under 45 years of age 
in this sample (12%) than the Census (36%).  Our experience is that younger residents are less 
likely to participate in surveys. In addition, the sample reported somewhat more formal 
education than the Census would have predicted.  Throughout the report, we will identify when 
demographic groups vary in their response patterns at statistically significant levels (p < .05). 
For report purposes, statistically significant age comparisons are defined as younger 
respondents (respondents under the age of 45) and older respondents (45 and above). 
 

Additional Demographics 
 
In addition to standard demographic questions, the survey contained other questions to be 
used for statistical purposes only (Table 2).  Most of the survey respondents have heard of UW‐
Extension and approximately one‐half of them have used UW‐Extension services.  About 1 in 10 
survey respondents have children under the age of 18; 90 percent of respondents’ children live 
in Adams County.  Thirteen percent of respondents are the primary caregiver of an adult family 
member who would be unable to live on their own without the respondent’s assistance.  

 
Table 2.  Additional Demographic Questions – Adams County Needs Assessment 
                Survey, 2011 

Question  Count  Yes  No 
Heard of UW‐Extension  485  89%  11% 
Used UW‐Extension services  475  45%  55% 
Parent of a child under age 18  476  12%  88% 
If yes, child/children live in Adams County  58  90%  10% 
Primary caregiver of an adult family member  unable to 
live on his or her own without respondent’s assistance   443  13%  87% 

 
Among the demographic groups: 
  

• Respondents with more formal education, and longer‐term residents (more than 10 
years) were more likely to say they have used UW‐Extension services. 

• Not surprisingly, younger respondents (64%) were more likely to have children under 
the age of 18 than older respondents (6%), as were residents were more formal 
education. 
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Differences among the demographic groups: 
 

• Females placed greater importance than males on the community development topics 
of resources for the homeless, an aging‐friendly community, cultural arts access, low‐
cost or free community activities, business development, unemployment, public 
transportation access, and increased selection of retail goods/services. 

• Homeowners were more likely than renters to place greater importance on the topics of 
resources for the homeless, and the availability of low‐cost or free community activities. 

• Respondents with at least a bachelor’s degree were more likely to place higher 
importance on the topic of access to cultural arts.  Respondents with less than a 
bachelor’s degree were more likely to place greater importance on the topic of 
increased selection of retail goods or services.   

• Shorter‐term residents (10 years or less) were more likely to place greater importance 
on the topic of access to recreational activities. 

• Younger respondents placed greater importance than older respondents on the topics 
of resources for the homeless (46% extremely important vs. 27% of older respondents), 
recreational activites access (47% vs. 16% of older respondents), and increased selection 
of retail goods/services (45% vs. 27% older respondents). 

 

Agriculture 
 

Residents were asked to rate the level of importance they place on topics relating to agriculture 
(Figure 7).    County residents placed high importance on surface and groundwater quality.  
Approximately two‐thirds of respondents believed the topic of agriculture profitability and 
sustainability was extremely or quite important.  About half of all respondents placed high 
importance on rural landowner information and invasive weeds and plants.   
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• Respondents with less than a bachelor’s degree placed greater importance on the topic 
of community safety, access to dental care, and injury prevention resources. 
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Move from Adams County 
  
About one in five respondents said that they planned to move from Adams County (Figure 14).  
Those that are planning on moving were asked how long they will continue to live in the County 
before they move.  Approximately two‐thirds of residents planning on moving will do so within 
10 years (Figure 15).   
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Respondents who are planning to move 
from the County were asked why they plan 

to do so.  A total of 128 respondents answered this question and their comments are compiled 
in Appendix A, Question 14.  Table 3 provides a breakdown of the topic areas into which the 
SRC subdivided the comments.  Family reasons (move closer to family), employment issues, 
taxes, and age/medical care were the top four reasons mentioned for moving out of Adams 
County.  Miscellaneous comments consisted of weather, no high‐speed internet, to a lack of 
things to do.   
 
Although not statistically significant, one in four shorter‐term residents (10 years or less) said 
they were moving out of Adams County (vs. 19%) of longer‐term residents.  Only one 
statistically significant difference was found among the demographic groups ‐ males were more 
likely than females to say that they plan to move from Adams County.   

Miscellaneous  44  34% 
Total  128  100% 
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Additional Comments 
 
Respondents were asked, in an open‐ended question, what they see as other issues or needs in 
Adams County.  The answers were grouped into specific topics and are summarized in Table 4.   
As appropriate, selected quotes are used to illustrate these comments.    
 
Of the 349 comments received, employment and economic development received the highest 
percentage of comments (approximately one‐third of all comments) and further underscores 
the level of importance respondents place on community development issues (see Figure 6).     
 
Representative of employment comments:  
 
“Jobs for our young people so they do not have to leave after graduation.” 
 
The possibility of more businesses locating 
in the County was the main focus of 
comments regarding economic 
development: 
 
“Need to entice new companies to locate 
businesses here with opportunities that 
avoid much of the state red tape.” 
 
Two other topics, taxes and government 
accounted for nearly one‐fifth of all 
comments.  The majority of tax comments 
favored lower taxes.    
 
“Property taxes here are way out of line for 
what the property owners receive in 
services.” 
 
Example of government comment: 
 
“County government should stay out of 
people's business. We do not need all of 
these programs. Less government and 
fewer taxes.” 
 
The complete compilation of comments 
can be found in Appendix A, Question 16 of 
this report.  

Table 4.  Additional Comments ‐ Adams County 
Needs Assessment Survey, 2011 
Topic  Count  % 
Employment  70  20% 
Economic Development  54  15% 
Taxes  28  8% 
Government  23  7% 
Young Adult/Teen/ 
Children Opportunities 

19  5% 

Health Care/Medical Serv.  18  5% 
Parental/Family/Personal 
Responsibilities 

11  3% 

Transportation  9  3% 
Elderly/Disabled Assistance 8  2% 
Housing/Property Upkeep  8  2% 
Community Activities/Serv. 7  2% 
Drinking and Drugs  7  2% 
Roads  7  2% 
Education  6  1% 
Water Resources  6  1% 
Law Enforcement  5  1% 
Teen Pregnancy  5  1% 
Childcare/Daycare  4  1% 
Internet/Phone Service  4  1% 
Poverty  4  1% 
Planning and Zoning  2  1% 
Tourism  2  1% 
Miscellaneous  42  12% 
Total  349  97% 
Response percentage does not total 100% due to rounding.  
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Conclusions 
 
The results of this survey indicate that residents generally placed high importance on most of 
the topics mentioned on the survey.  In particular, water and air quality and violence free 
homes were areas considered the most important for this group of Adams County residents.  
Females were generally more likely to place higher importance on most of the topics discussed 
on the survey.   
 
When survey respondents were given an opportunity to share anything about issues or needs in 
Adams County, economic issues (lack of jobs and the need for economic/business development 
in the County) received the highest percentage of comments. 
 
A relatively high percentage of respondents were planning to move from Adams County (20%).  
Reasons for moving consisted of family reasons, moving for employment opportunities, taxes, 
age and medical concerns, and retirement. 
 
Adams County residents placed high importance on the topics of health and wellness and food 
and nutrition.  However, more than one‐fourth of respondents rated the overall health of the 
County’s population as poor or very poor. 
 
Eight percent of survey respondents believed the quality of life in Adams County was excellent.  
About three‐fourths of residents rated the overall quality of life in Adams County as good (43%) 
or average (34%).  Fifteen percent rated it poor (12%) or very poor (3%). 
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Improving the Health of Local Communities:
The Wisconsin Way 

 
Health is everyone’s business.   It enhances our individual quality of life and it impacts educational attainment, worksite productivity and costs, and the 
economy in general.  Maintaining and improving health status can have a significant impact on a community.  People from many types of organizations 
care about and are invested in improving the health of their communities.  While each may have a different organizational mission and even different 
reasons for addressing health improvement, they share the same goal: making the community a healthy place to live, learn, work, and play.   
 
Many organizations have processes for assessing and addressing the health of their community.  Those processes may be called different things – 
Community Health Needs Assessment or Community Health Improvement Processes, for example– but they share the same aim.  Ideally, in any given 
community, those organizations will collaborate on improving health to leverage the greatest impact.  By having complementary goals and sharing 
resources, community organizations can combine and focus their efforts to address key issues.  This document provides a shared framework to help local 
communities in Wisconsin proactively and strategically act to measurably improve the health status of their communities. By sharing an understanding of 
what shapes health and how to improve it, we can better work together. 
 
To be most effective in their efforts, local community members and organizations working to improve the health of their community will:  

 work collaboratively to effectively address health issues 
 pay attention to the forces that shape health outcomes 
 emphasize the powerful impact of policy‐based approaches on change 
 root their efforts in the best evidence of effective implementation strategies; and 
 assure that improvement processes meet any mandates held by  stakeholders, notably hospitals and health department. 

 
The two diagrams below describe: 

 What makes a community healthy 
In order to successfully improve key health status indicators in local communities, it is essential that the approach take into consideration all of the 
factors that influence health outcomes.  The diagram on page two combines categories that describe what healthy (and not healthy) look like and the 
factors that drive those outcomes. 

 How a community can become healthier 
The diagram on page three describes the process ‐‐ based on the best evidence available ‐‐ for communities to improve their health status. 
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WHAT MAKES A COMMUNITY HEALTHY 
While it is often health outcomes that capture our attention and motivate efforts for change, it is important to focus efforts on all of the factors that 
influence or drive those outcomes.  That is where the greatest opportunity lies for real change. 
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Morbidity  (quality of life) 
 Leading Causes of Illness 
 Measures of Overall Health  
 Low birth weight babies 
 Oral Health * 

 Chronic Diseases * 
 Communicable Diseases * 
 Mental Health * 
 Injury and Violence * 
 Growth & Development * 
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Health Behaviors 
 Alcohol and Other Drug Use * 
 Physical Activity * 

 Tobacco Use and Exposure * 
 Reproductive and Sexual Health * 
 Healthy Nutrition * 

Health Care and Public Health
 Access to High Quality Health Services 
 Improved and Connected Health Service Systems 
 Chronic Disease Prevention and Management 

 Emergency preparedness, response and recovery  
 Collaborative partnerships  
 Public health infrastructure 

Social & Economic Factors
 Education 
 Employment 
 Adequate Income 

 
 Community Safety 
 Health Literacy 
 Social Support & Cohesion 
 Racism 

Physical Environment * 
 Built Environment (housing, buildings, roads, parks, access to food*) 
 Natural Environment (air, water, soil) 
 Occupational Environment 

 

Effective Policies and Systems Aligned for Improved Health 
 

∗ Healthiest Wisconsin 2020 Health Priority Areas 
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HOW A COMMUNITY CAN BECOME HEALTHIER 
Working together, community leaders and members can have a significant impact on the health of their community through a continuous cycle of 
assessment, implementation and evaluation.  Based on the best evidence, this model for improving the health of communities can guide their efforts. 
 
 
Partner with Stakeholders and Community Members Throughout 

• Include broad participation from the community 
• Actively involve stakeholders throughout the process 

 
Assess Needs & Resources 

• Collect and analyze community health data 
• Consider data to analyze health disparities 
• Examine data on the underlying determinants of health 
• Consider issues and themes identified by the stakeholders and the 

community 
• Identify community assets and resources  

 
Prioritize Strategic Issues 

• Identify a set of priority community health issues to address 
• Align the local health improvement plan with state and national priorities 
• Summarize and disseminate the results of the assessment to the 

community  
 
Action Plan for Impact 

• Engage partners to plan and implement strategies 
• Choose effective (evidence‐informed) strategies 
• Have multi‐level approaches to change, including policy approaches  
• Develop a detailed action plan  

 
Implement Strategies 

• Use a workplan to actively track progress  
• Provide ongoing updates to the community 

 
Evaluate Efforts 

• Evaluate and monitor the process and the outcomes/indicators 
• Revise the action plan based on evaluation results

 

 
 
Stakeholders can include: hospitals, public health, tribes, business, elected officials, 
faith communities, education, clinics, health care providers, law enforcement, human 
services organizations, community advocacy organizations, funders, concerned 
citizens 
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Sources that Inform this Framework: 
 

 The Community Tool Box (University of Kansas) 
http://ctb.ku.edu/en/default.aspx 
 

 County Health Rankings 
http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/take‐action  
 

 Healthiest Wisconsin 2020 
http://www.dhs.wisconsin.gov/hw2020/  

 
 Institute of Medicine “Improving Health in the Community: A Role for Performance Monitoring”  
(Chapter 4: A Community Health Improvement Process) 
http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=5298&page=R1 
 

 National Prevention Strategy 
http://www.healthcare.gov/prevention/nphpphc/strategy/report.pdf 
 

 Mobilizing for Action through Planning and Partnerships (MAPP) 
National Association of City and County Health Officials (NACCHO) 
http://www.naccho.org/topics/infrastructure/mapp/  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For Additional Information: 

http://www.walhdab.org/CHIPPInfrastructure.htm 

 
Suggested Citation for this Document:  
Wisconsin Association of Local Health Departments and Boards & University of Wisconsin Population Health Institute.  (2012).  Improving the Health of Local 
Communities:   The Wisconsin Way.   

http://ctb.ku.edu/en/default.aspx
http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/take-action
http://www.dhs.wisconsin.gov/hw2020/
http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=5298&page=R1
http://www.healthcare.gov/prevention/nphpphc/strategy/report.pdf
http://www.naccho.org/topics/infrastructure/mapp/
http://www.walhdab.org/CHIPPInfrastructure.htm


Summary of Community Issues 

Focus Group Results 

In all groups, the moderator led a discussion in which participants were asked to discuss what they thought made a 
community "healthy."  Most groups were easily able to define the factors that they thought contributed to having a healthy 
community.  
 
Following that discussion, a printed rating sheet with nine key factors for a healthy community was distributed. Group 
members were asked to fill out the rating sheet by considering the "health" of the Adams-Friendship area.  The sheet 
used a rating scale of 1 – 7, with one being not at all serious and 7 being very serious.  On this sheet, group members 
considered: 
 

 Access to healthcare 
 Quality of healthcare 
 Cost of healthcare 
 The public health system 
 Employment/income opportunities 
 Environmental quality 
 Physical activity and nutrition 
 Substance abuse and dependency 
 Poverty 

 
While there were some variations in rankings across the groups, several areas were consistently rated as problematic. 
These included employment opportunities, substance abuse and dependency, poverty, and cost of healthcare.   
 

Mean Ratings - All Groups  

On a scale from 1 to 7 
with one being "not a 
problem at all" and 7 
being "a very serious 
problem," how would 
you rate the 
seriousness of the 
following issues?  

Do Not 
Use 

Local 
Primary 

Care  

Roche-
a-Cri 

Patients 

Patients  
Specialty 
& Family 

Care  

Younger 
Community 
Members 

Community 
Leaders-All 

Ages   

Association 
Members  

Former 
Employees Total 

Poverty  6.50 6.20 6.43 6.71 6.38 5.67 6.38 6.48 
Employment / income 
opportunities  6.50 7.00 6.29 6.14 6.11 4.83 6.00 6.23 

Substance abuse and 
dependency  5.80 6.20 5.71 5.71 5.78 4.67 5.00 5.65 

Cost of healthcare  5.60 4.80 5.86 5.14 5.38 3.20 5.00 5.18 
Physical activity and 
nutrition  4.83 3.60 5.29 5.29 4.00 3.17 4.38 4.49 

Quality of healthcare  5.67 4.60 3.86 6.00 3.22 2.33 4.63 4.38 
The public health 
system  4.20 5.00 4.83 4.71 3.63 2.17 4.00 4.04 

Access to healthcare  3.83 4.00 3.43 4.86 3.00 2.00 4.63 3.77 
Environmental quality, 
air, water, etc.  2.83 3.40 5.86 3.14 3.00 1.50 3.13 3.36 

Base (n)  6 5 7 7 9 5 8 47 
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Community Survey 

Similar results surfaced in the phone survey.  Top ranked issues included:  poverty, employment/income opportunities, 
substance abuse and dependency and cost of healthcare. 

Issues that Impact Health of People in 
the Community (n=453) Mean 

Ratings 
3 or 
less 

Ratings 
4 or 5 

Ratings 
6 or 7 

% Don't 
know 

Poverty 5.85 12% 14% 74% 6% 
Employment/income opportunities 5.74 12% 19% 69% 11% 
Substance abuse and dependency 5.51 15% 23% 62% 17% 
Cost of healthcare 5.03 23% 26% 51% 11% 
The public health system 3.78 47% 30% 23% 24% 
Physical activity and nutrition 3.68 47% 30% 23% 9% 
Quality of healthcare 3.39 54% 29% 18% 6% 
Access to healthcare 3.27 56% 27% 18% 5% 
Environmental quality, air, water, etc. 2.92 65% 22% 14% 6% 

(1= not a problem at all, 7= a very serious problem) 
 

 

 




